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INTRODUCTION

On December 23, 1971, a three judge L.S. District Court in

San Antonio ruled that the Texas system of financing public echool

education did not meet the guarantees of the equal protection clause

of the Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution or

comply with the sections of the Texas Constitution and Education

Code regarding the r:ovision of public school education in Texas.

The decision culminated several years of litigation in Texas courts

during which several challenges were made of the Texas public school

finance system including methods used in determining property values

for tax purposes; and the acquisition and distribution of revenues.

In their decision, the judges gave the defendants, including the

State Board of Education and the Texas legislature, two years in

which to "take all steps reasonably feasible to make the school

system comply with the applicable law; and, without limiting the

generality of the foregoing, to reallocate the school funds, and

to otherwise restructure the taxing and financing system so that

the educational opportunities afforded th,) children attending

Edgewood Independent School District; and the other children of

the State of Texas, are not made a function of wealth other than

the wealth of the State as a whole "1

1/ U.S. District Court, Texas (Western Divtrict). Demetrio P.
,RodriQuez._etalwy. San ArjtoniD IndeDendent School District.
et al. (San Antonio, 1971), p. 9.
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Although the Rodriquez decision dealt with the inequities

in the Texas school finance system which enabled school districts

to raise unequal revenues for similar efforts because of variances

in property wealth,. the major studies which were undertaken in

Texas to provide acceptable alternatives to the existing system

had broader parameters than the taxation system. ,All aspects

of public school finance including both the acquisition and

distribution of revenues, issues of local control, and school

district reorganization were given close scrutiny in the most

extensive study of Texas school finance since the existing Foun-

dation School Program was implemented in 1949.

From the outset, the Texas State Board of Education, com-

posed of 21 members elected for staggered terns, sought to have

the broadest possible input into the financing plan for which it

assumed responsibility for developing. In addition, the Board

also promulgated four ideas which it thought should be basic to

any plan which was suggested. These were:

1. Guaranteed funding of the state's share of basic
educational opportunity for all children must con-
tinue to be a key element c: any school finance
plan.

2. Local taxes should continue to be used in the dis-
trict collected. The capability of each local
district to enhance and enrich its own program
above the state basic program must be preserved.

3. The control of the local district and the adminis-
tration of such funds available to that district
should be vested in the citizens residing within
that district, retaining the concept that decisions
are best when made as close to those affected as
practicable. This will require responsible district
organization and financial structure.
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4. The allocation of state funds shall give consider-
ation to the ability of the local school,district
to provide local tax and other revenues.'

The State Board of Education appointed a Committee on Public

School Finance from its own membership and chaired by the Board

Chairman to bring recommendations to the full Board about changes

needed in the entire Texas public school financing system. During

its deliberations, the staff of the Texas Education Agency-- the

state department of education--did substantive work for the Com-

mittee.

Soon after the Committee was appointed in February 1972, the

members decided that their initial deliberations would focus on

the scope of the educational program to be financed, the cost of

the program and the distribution of funds to school districts to

support the program. Three staff studies were initiated to pro-

vide various approaches to considering recommendations to be made

in these areas. Each of the studies was conducted independently

from the others with progress reports made bi- weekly to the Man-

agement Task Force chaired oy the Deputy C,ommisioner of Education

and composed of the Associate Commissioner for Planning, the

Assistant Commissioner for. Administration. the Assistant Commis-

sioner for Urba:i Educaticn, the Director of Internal Managemant,

and two special school finance consultants to the Agency. Each

of the three Associate and Assistant Commissioners were in charge

of one of the studies which were undertaken. The Associate

Texas State Board of Education. Sttement of Principles for
.the Development of a School Finance Plan. Austin; Texas, February
12i. 1972, pp. 1-2.



Commissioner for Planning had management responsiblility for ex-

amining, updating and costing the recommendations made in 1968

by the Governor's Committee on Public School Education. The

majority of the wide-ranging recommendations of this blue ribbon

panel of Texas citizens had not yet been considered by the Legis-

lature. Therefore, the purpose of the staff study was to summarize

the recommendations and update the costs of implementing each

of them in order that the Board Committee might evaluate them

and their possible contribution to its own recommendations.

The second staff study focused on changes that might be made

in the existing Founcation School Program to bring it more in

line with actual practices in Texas' 1149 school districts. This

study was directed by the Assistant Commissioner for Administra-

tion whose department had been administering the distribution of

State funds under the Foundation School Program since its incep-

tion in 1949. Since the Foundation School Program which

exists in Texas is based on classroom units with funds tot

personnel and operating expenses disbursed, to districts according

to their units, the study prepared by the staff examined the ef-

fects and costs of allocations based on different pupil-teacher

and pupil - professional ratios and on the funds provided for opera-

ting expenses, transportation,and other alcillary services. For

the most part, the recommendations contained in this study would

have changed the Foundation School Program so that it would more

nearly reflect the average practices of Texas school districts.

Recommendations included reducing the pupi.-4.-classroom teacher ratio,
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providing more professional units per classroom teacher unit,

and increasing the allotments for transportation and current

operations. In addition, the study recommended that State support

of $100 per educationally disadvantaged child be provided in

addition to the Flderal funds currently available.

The third approach to the distribution of funds, prepared

by the Office of Urban Education for examination and evaluation

by the Board Committee, was a weighted pupil method for finan-

cing public schools. This approach was largely patterned after

the methodology developed by the National Educational Finance

Project in its work since 1967. The underlying tenet of this

'approach is the recognition that it costs varying amounts of

money to meet the differing educational needs of students and,

that the distribution of funds should be based on meeting these

different needs. According to the weighted, pupil philosophy, the

essence of equal educational opportunity is'not in providing

equal amounts of funds for the education of each child, but in

providing the varying amounts of funds needed to insure a finan-

cial basis for giving each child an equal opportunity to obtain

an education which meets his needs.

This paper attempts to document, analyze and evaluate the

methodology used and the procedures which were followed in the

development of a weighted pupil method for financing Texas public

schools. It is a further ?expansion of the report of the staff

study, A WEIGHTED PUPIL APPROACH TO PUBLIC SCHOOL FINANCE: ONE

ALTERNATIVE, which was prepared for the Board Committee. The



major purpose of this paper is to provide substantive information

about issues addressed, staff organization, working procedures, and

the collection and analysis of data in order that another state

considerihg the development of a weighted student approach to the

distribution of funds for public school education might have the

benefit of the Texas experience.



THE WEIGHTED PUPIL METHODOLOGY

A weighted pupil approach to the distribution of funds among

districts to support public school education has gained widespread

°support in recent years as a viable alternative to existing finance

systems which are based on providing essentially equal funds for the

education of each student. The latest refinement of a weighted

pupil financing alternative was developed during the National Educa-

tional Finance Project (NEFP) study. Although the purposes of

the NEFP study were manifold and the findings extensive, this

chapter will be limited only to a discussion of the weighted stu-

dent distribution methodology which was developed and piloted in

the study.3

The weighted pupil methodology, as develped by the NEFP staff

and special consultants to the study and applied in Texas, was

based on the fundamental assumption that "equality of educational

opportunity amorg individuals will result ip variation of inputs

and costs." And furthermore; that these cost differences must be

taken into account in developing a finance system to support the

provision of equal educational opportunitLes.4

The procedures outlined by the NEFP ;staff in designing a

support system encompassing differential costs for students with

3/ For a discussion of other finance issues examined during the
NEFP study, see the National Educational Finance Project, Aligrnaliza
P grams for Firapcina- Education, Volume V, 1971.
4 William LicLure and Audra Pence. Laray,!ailLaadandLazicjaaman=
Iwa_andssaandy4auspntic2n. NEFP Special Study No. 1, 1970, p. 85.

-?
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different needs include the following. First, the per pupil costs

of providing for needs in selected program areas must be determined

by identifying all of the current operating expenditures which

can be associated with each '.rogram area b.nd then dividing those

totals by the nImbers of students who are served by the programs.

Program areas included in the NEFP study were Early Childhood

Education, Basic Elementary and Secondary Education, Special Educa-

tion, Compensatory Education, and Vocational Education. Twenty-

eight districts located in different parts of the United States

were used in establishing per pupil costs in each program area

included in the NEFP study. These districts were selected by

NEFP consultants as having "unique programs designed to meet

special educational needs."5

Second, the per pupil costs which have been established

can be expressed as indices of the per pupil cost of one program

area which is assigned the base value of 1.0.* For example,

if it is determined that the cost of providing educational programs

and services for a student enrolled in a regular elementary program

is $300 and it costs $450 per pupil for a middle school program,

this latter cost can be reflected as an index of 1.5 if the elementary

cost is assigned 1.0. This is calculated in the following ways

X 1.0 = 1.5

Once the weights for th6 other program. .arEtas are computec4 then

it is possible to determine the total cost of a prbgram or of

5/ Ibid, P. 2.



a diutr5cOn programs by multiplying the number of students in

each population group by their respective weights and multiplying

the total weighted amount by the dollar value for 1.0. Per pupil

weights can also be expressed as instructional unit weights using

the same procedu:es.

In the NEFP studi the index or weight of 1.0,represented

the per pupil cost for the regular elementary program. The

other NEFP weights were:

TABLE Is NEFP PER PUPIL WEIGHTS BY PROGRAM AREA 6

PROGRAM AREA WEIGHT

Basic Early Childhood
yr. olds 1.40

4 yr. olds 1.40
'Kindergarten 1.30

Basic Elementary and Secondary
Grades 1-6 1.00

7-9 1.20
10-12 1.44

Special and /or Exceptional
Mentally Handicapped 1.90
Physically Handicapped 3.25
Emotionally Handicapped 2,80
Special Learning Disorders 2.40
Speech Handicapped 1.20

Vocational-Technical 1.80

Compensatory Education
Low Income 2.06

The weighted pupil system can also be used to determine the

distribution of a fixed amount of revenues (appropriations) by

dividing the tvtal amount of funds available by the total weighted

6/ National Educational Finance Project. NEFP Decision Process:
ASSIaltar Simulation, 1971, p. 48.
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student population to be served which yields a dollar value for

1.0. The dollar value for 1.0 can then be applied to each dis-

trict's weighted student total in order to determine the amount of

funds which each district should receive.

A weighted Student approach to the distribution of funds is

advocated by the NEFP staff as serving "to improve the rationality

in such a complex enterprise as public education and to provide

methods for achieving the goal of equal educational opportunity

for every child in America. "? These two considerations were basic

to the development of a weighted pupil allocation method for

Texas which is discussed and evaluated in the remaining sections

of this paper.

7/ Alternative .J'ro rams for Financing Education, D. 170.



THE TEXAS APPLICATION

Scope the Sti..dy

The major purpose of the application of a weighted pupil

approach to financing Texas public schools was to develop a fi-

nance alternative based on the costs of providing equal and quality

educational programs to students with a wide range of educational

needs. As stated in the report of the Texas study, the objectives

of the undertaking were threefold.

First, it was to determine what the costs of providing
various kindp of educational opportunities are. Second,
it was to determine how much money would be needed to
finance all Texas public school districts at a "quality"
level. Third, it was to determine which Texas school
districts would require more money and which less than
they spent in 1970-71 if allocations were based on the
provision of educationaj, programs to meet the needs of
the student population.'

The methodology followed in realizing these objectives was

largely based on procedures and processes developed by the

gtaff of the National Educational Finance: Project directed by

Dr. Roe Johns. The NEFP staff assisted the Texas staff :n the

formulation of the operational plan for :.-ts five month study

and in the analyses of the data which resulted.

The major constraints in developing a weighted pupil ap-

proach to the eistribution of funds for education in Texas

8/ Office of .Urban Education, Texas Education Agency. .1212sIghlad
September

1972, p. 1.
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recognized at the initiation of the study was the shortness of

time available to complete the study for the Boe-rd Committee

and the lack of data readily available in the form needed to

compute a set of weights for Texas and to apply the weights to

different student populatiors to ascertain total program costs.

Throughout the study, some adaptations in the National Educational

Finance Project methodology had to be made because of these.

constraints. These adaptations are discussed within the context

in which they were made.

A large number of Texas Education Agency personnel contribu-

ted to the study during its five months. In total, about 30 Agency

staff members worked on the project in several different capacities

and for varying lengths of time. Their help was used in those

phases of the study which particularly involved the areas in which

they normally worked.* All phases of the work were directed by

the the two professional staff members of the Office of Urban

Education who served as study coordinators and who were responsi-

ble for most of the decisions made in connection with the study.

Due to both the shortness of the timiframe in which the

study was to be completed and the large number of personel who

would be engaged in different parts of thy: study, a plan detailing

the various phases to be encompassed by the study was developed.

The purpose of the plan was to display graphically the relationships

between the individual tasks and the entire project and the

interdependencies among the tasks whose fulfillment was crucial
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to completion of the study.9 The plan with an accompanying

task assignment chart were used throughout the study in several

important ways. The plan was used to display the total scope of

the study as well as the individual phases to orient these who

were to work on different parts of the study as well as others

who were not directly involved in the operationalizing of the

study but who were called upon to make recommendations during its

course. An example of the latter group was the Management Task

Force which served as the link between the three staff distribu-

tion studies and the State Board's Committee. The plan was also

used daily by the study coordinators as a management tool to ensure

that the necessary linkages between different tasks occurred in a

timely fashion.

It was envisioned initially that the study would involve seven

major phases. These were (1) the selection of the educational

program to be supported by this funding method; (2) the selection

of good practice districts on which to base cost determinations;

(3) the determination of a set of pupil weights for Texas; (4) the

gathering of needed school population da-6a; (5) the analysis of the

distribution of funds under a weighted pupil approach; (6) the

development of suggc,sted guidelines to bo used in administering

a funds distribution plan in Texas based on weighted students;

and (7) the development of a written report documenting the pro-

cedures which were followed in the study, detailing the analyses

which were madE, and summarizing the recommendations which

9/ This time-related activity chart is Appendix A of this paper.
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resulted. All but one phase, the development of suggested guide-

lineswere completed as originally planned. The details and pro-

ducts of each phase are discussed below.

Phase I: igia-jc=sE.p,
The initial step in determining a set of pupil weights for

Texas was to specify which program areas would be, weighted. Recom-

mendations about which program areas to include were solicited

from each of the Assistant and Associate Commissioners of the

Texas Education Agency. Their recDmmendations were then presented

to the Board Committee, who on June 16, 1972, approved the following

program areas for inclusion in the weighted student approach to

funding Texas public school education.

Kindergarten
Elementary, 1-6
Middle School, 7-9
High School, 10-12
Vocational Education:
CooDeratives
Homemaking
Agriculture
Trades and Industries
Handicapped
Coordinated Vocational Academic Education
Distributive Education, Vocational Office Education,

and Health Education
Special Education:

Speech Handicapped
Early Childhood
All other programs

Adult Basic Education
Progrms for Special Populations:

Low Income
Non-English Speaking
Migrant
Gifted and Talented
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With the exception of adult vocational education, which the Board

Committee eliminated, the list represented all areas recommended

by the staff for inclusion in the study.

Staff recommendations about areas to be included were based

both on traditiolial areas of state support in Texas such as basic

education programs, and vocational and special education, and on

areas in which it was felt that State support should be forth-

coming such as adult basic education and programs for non-English

speaking and gifted students. Programs for low income and migrant

students which have been traditionally supported with Federal

funds were also included because of the uncertainty about the

future level of Federal support and the possibility of increased

state responsibility for determining district allocations which

has been suggested in the special education revenue sharing pro-

posals of the Nixon Administration.

Individual meetings were held with the Associate Commissioner

for Occupational Education and Technology; the Assistant Commissioner

for Teacher Education and Certification (whp is responsible for

program development for the regular kindergarten-grade 12 program),

the Assistant Commissioner for Administration (who administers

Federal funds to support special programs for low income and mig-

rant students); 'the Assistant Commissioner for Special Education

and Special Schools, and the Assistant Commissioner for Bilingual

Education to get their recommendations.

Once the broad areas to be included in the scope of the study

were selected, consideration was given to how many and which
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individual program areas would be weighted. The first area of

discussion involved whether or not to establish multiple weights

for the regular program. Kindergarten was given a separate identity

immediately because it was being phased into Texas public schools.

If not treated separately in determining cost differentials, the

regular program differentials would be based on cost information

from districts which. were in different phases of kindergarten

program implementation. It was felt that this would cause major

discrepancies in the weights between distriotS. It was also

recommended that multiple weights be determined for the regular

program, grades 1-12: to ensure that differentiated program costs

between elementaryg middle and high school programs would be

reflected where they existed. Based on both previous Texas and the

NEFP experience, it was believed that the costs of middle and high

school programs would be higher than those associated with ele-

mentary programs because of the lower pupil-teacher ratios and

higher salaries for degrees and experience ususally found in the

upper grades. In determining which grade levels would be encom-

passed by the elementary, middle and high school weights, the or

ganizational pattern most prevalent in Texas schools of grades

1-6, 7-9, and 1012, respectively, was recommended.

Weights for five handicapping conditions -- mentally handi-

capped, emotionally handicap.oedg physically handicapped, speech

handicapped, and special learning disorders-- were established

in the NEFP stud;,. This particular categcrization did not parallel

either the conceptualization or the operation of special education
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programs in Texas. Although it was recognized that establishing

only one special education weight might penalize districts offering

higher cost programs for educating severely handicapped children,

it was felt that one weight would be more appropriate for Texas'

new approach to providing comprehensive educational programs for

exceptional students. This approach, known as Plan A and to

be fully implemented by 1976, provides State financial support

for flexible instructional services and organizational patterns:

designed to meet the individual needs of each child, regardless

of his handicapping condition. Under Plan'Al funds will no

longer be allocated on the basis of handicapping condition or on

the number of classroom units to serve groups of children with

similar handicaps. Instead, each Plan A district receives per-

sonnel units-- teachers; aides and non-teaching professionals- -

and funds for materials, special equipment and diagnostic work

based on its total ADA for the preceding school ,,-;ar. To date,

Plan A support using these formulae has been substantial enough

that all districts who have been funded under this distribution

system have been able to expand their special education services.

Two exceptions were made to determining only one weight for

special education. It was felt that separate weights should be

established for children participating in speech handicapped

programs and for three and four year olds who are in special

education early childhood education programs. A separate weight

for speech handicapped was recommended to the Board Committee

becaus:3 services to meet the needs of speech handicapped children
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cost considerably less than services to meet the educational needs

of students with other handicapping conditions. Including speech

handicapped students, personnel and costs in the determination

of a weight for special education would tend to level down the

special education weight because of their .Low cost and the large

number of students involved. An identifiable weight was also es-

tablished for special eduCation early childhood programs because

the few existing programs were pilot endeavors which may be either

expanded or substantially changed during the next few years.

Only one weight was established for vocational education

in the NEFF. study, It was recognized by both the NEFP and the

Texas staffs that funding on the basis of only one weight for

vocational education programs would tend to encourage districts to

offer only lower cost vocational programs to their students rather

than ones whieh, regardless of cost, would meet both the needs

of their students and the vocational training needs of their

communities.

Consideration was given to grouping vocational education

programs by traditional areas of division and by areas according

*Lb similar cost levels. Vocational program directors in the Agency

argued that establishing separate weights for the different

vocational areas as traditionally identifjed would result in

a funds imbalance similar to that which would occur if only one

weight for vocational education were used. This would result becaxse

of the wide cost variations o: the areas of Trades and

Industries, Vocational Office Education, Health Occupations,
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Agriculture, Homemaking, and Distributive Education. For example,

each of the above areas has lower cost programs such as cooperative

training which involve on-the-job experience as well as higher cost

Coordinated Vocational Academic Education programs which are highly

individualized for underachieving potential. dropouts.

It was recommended to the Board Committee that vocational

education program areas be broken down according to cost levels

rather than strict program area clusters for establishing weights.

Accordingly, separate weights were recommended for the following

vocational areas; cooperative programs; homemaking programs, agri-

culture programs; shop programs; handicapped vocational programs;

coordinated vocational academic education programs; distributive

education, vocational office education, and health education

programs; and adult basic and adult vocational education programs.

Phase II: Selection of Good Practicelas_trig

Since Texas cost differentials were to be based on the costs

of proViding quality programs to meet the varying educational needs

of Texas students in the areas encompassed by the Scope of the

Educational Program, described on page 14 of this paper, procedures

were established to identify those Texas districts which had quality

programs. Quality, an elusive term for bo-th educators and laymen,

was defined in terms of existing best pracAces. The following

criteria were established for identifying best practice districts:

". The eAstrict provides outstanding or very high
quality kindergarten and general education programs
for grades 1-32.

The district provides high quality, comprehensive
vocational, special, and adUlt education programs.
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. The district meets the educational needs, in an
outstanding way of low income, non-English specking,
migrant and gifted students."10

These criteria, however, did rot suggest any sp,:oific means

of measurement of either quality or best practices besides human

judgement, so a6empts were made to,select nominators who were in

a position to possess knowledge about the practicep of a large

number of districts which would give them a basis for judging which

were best, The group of nominators which was selected was comprised

of both Agency program managers and the Directors of the twenty

regional Education Service Centers in Texas.

Agency nominators were asked to nominate thirty districts which,

in their estimation, exhibit best practices according to the cri-

teria given above. Two Agency nominators were asked to nominate

comprehensive best practice districts while the other four nomina-

tors were asked to make thirty nominations in the program areas for

which they had administrative responsibility. The Agency nominators

and the areas in which they made nominations were:

TABLE NOMINATORS AND AREAS OF NOMINATIONS FOR
TEXAS BEST PRACTICE DISTRICTS

Area of Nomination

Comprehensive Best Practices

Agency Nomizatox

Assistnt Commissioner for
Administration

Director of Accreditation

Assistant Commissioner for
Bilingual and International
Education

3omprehensive Best Practices

Programs for Non-English
Speaking Students

10/Office of Urban Education, op. cit., p. 14.



-21-

TABLE II CONTINUED,

AgallgaiiaMiLat=

Associate Commissioner for
Occupational Education and
Technology

Assistant Commissioner for
Teacher Education and Certifi-
cation

Assistant Commissioner for SpeCial
Education and Special Schools

Area of Nomination

Vocational Education
Adult Vocational Education
Adult Basic Edcation

Kindergarten
Elementary Education
Middle School Education
High School Education

Special Education
Spedial.Education Early

Childhood Education

It was decided not to obtain individual sets of nominations for

best practices in meeting the needs of low income, migrant,.and

gifted and talented students, respectively, but rather to include

them in the nominations for best practices in the regular programs--

kindergarten, elementary, middle, and high school.

The instructions which were sent to the Agency nominators are

Appendix B of this paper. Although nominators were advised that

the primary criterion for nominating a district should be "best

practice", they were also asked to include districts of various

sizes and locations in their nominations if possible. In ordel

to achieve some geographic distribution among districts which

were nominated, each Education Service Center Director was asked

to nominate five districts from within his region which he con-

sidered to exhibit "comprehensive best practices!' according to

the criteria reported earlier. Requests for these nominations

were made in writing and obtained by telephone one week later.

/1y' The area of adult vocational education was included in the
nomination process even though the Board eliminated it from the
study because the Board Committee was unable to meet until
after the nomination process was Completed.
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One hundred sixty eight of Texas' 1149 school districts

received nominations in one or more areas. Although the maximum

number of nominations any one district could receive was thirteen,

no district received more than ten nominations and 48 percent of

the districts nominated received only one nomination each. A

matrix was designed to disp3.1y the districts nominated and the areas

in which they received nominaU.ons. Each nomination was treated

equally. The Management Task Force was asked to designate the

thirty districts to be used in determining a set of pupil

weights for Texas. All 26 districts which had five or more nomina-

tions were selected based on the number of nominations they received.

Five other districts, for a total of 31, were chosen from the

group of 31 districts which had received three or four nominations.

The selection of the five was based on their size, geographic

location, and the areas in which they were nominated in order to

achieve the widest representation among the districts to be used

in determining cost differentials.

The thirty-one districts which were selected for the

weighted pupil cost study were designated "good practice"

rather than "best practice" districts because of the recognition

that slight changes in either the nomination process or the person-

nel who made the nominations might have pc'oduced a substantially

different list et districts. Once the goad practice districts were

selected, further analyses of them were done to provide an

overview of their geographic distribution and differences in

their size and revenue telpe used on the written and oral presen-

tations of the study. These analyses are contained in the



written report of the study.12

III! D , . T

While the good practice districts to be used in establishing

Texas weights were being nominated; decisions were made about

procedures for gathering the pupil, personnel and cost data

needed to calculate the weights. Major decisions 'involved both

cost data acquisition and the calculation of weights.

Initially, it was planned that cost data would be collected

on-site in each good practice district. It was estimated that it

Would take two Agency staff members working from 3-5 days in each

district to get the necessary data. Sufficient staff to accomplish

this within a three week timeframe did not exist within the

Agency. Another primary deterrent was the burden that would be

placed on the districts at a time when many of their staff members .

were either involved in preparing year-end reports or taking

summer vacations. After reviewing the data requirements with those

in the Agency responsible for Statewide data collection, it was

decided that the needed data could b-e obtained in-house from existing

reports filed by all districts. This procedure was followed for

24 of the good practice districts. Data for the other seven

districts, the largest districts in the study; were gathered and

submitted by staff members from each of tie districts who received

joint training prior to beginning their work. Data were gathered

on-site in these seven districts in order to evaluate to what

12/8ee
AlItraatimg, PP.10-11.
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extent it was possible to retrieve the needed information from

local district files, to determine the time and manpower needed to

do it, and to ascertain if .better data wnra available at the -

district level than in State collections. It was intended that

results of the 1(ical collection process wodd serve to establish

the validity of the weights as well as establish a basis for

making recommendations about procedures to be used if the cost

study were rep Bated.

The major problem confronted in the cost data acquisition

phase involved the selection of sources to be used. Although

substantial progress had been made: in Texas during recent years

to upgrade the quality of district level data which was reported

by districts and to merge duplicate data-requests-intoone foi-iat, it

was found that several sources for the same riata elements still

existed. Before the actual data gathering was begun, the source

for each data item was identified. DifZerent responses to similar

data requests seemed dependent primarily on the use to be made

of the data requested. Where several sources of information

existed for the same data item, the advice of Agency staff members

most familiar with Agency data collections was solicited and

followed in choosing the source to be used on the study. In

addition, during this time, two of the programs for which weights

were to be established were eliminated from the study because

of the lack of data on students, staff, salaries, and other costs.

These two areas were adult education programs and programs for

gifted and talented students.



The other mojer decision made prior to beginning the

actual collection of data concerned whether the weights for

special programs would be expressed as the total costs of educating

a student with a particular need or as adjustments (add-ons) to

the regular education weights. For example, a weight for a student

enrolled in a cooperative vocational program co,dd be e

to reflect the costs of providing both the cooperative program and

the regular high school program or only the additional cost of the

cooperative program. In order to determine a weight which

accurately reflected both regular and special program costs

(the former above), it would be necessary to be able to asce:otain

how much time was spent in each of the respective programsan

order to establish full-time equivalenCies(FTEs). It was con-

cluded that establishing fu': -time equivalencies for two of the

specia program areas--special education and programs for the non-

English speaking, low income, migrant and gifted-- was impossible

because of the wide range of organizational patterns and in-

structional strategies found within each specific program area,

For example, some special education students attend regular

classes and receive ileci-Alizs,d assistance several times a week

while others are in segregated special education classes the

entire year. Tlerefore; costs in these a.:'eas were expressed as

weights per enrollee.

It was initially concluded that full-time equivalencies

could be established fog.* vocational programs because most programs

conform to minimum time periods prescribed by the State. For
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example, a vocational agriculture student in one district is

likely to spend the same amount of time in a particulir agri-

culture course as is his counterpart in another district,

Although data for vocational programs were gathered on the

basis of full -tide equivalencies; these ccst differentials were

converted later to costs per enrollee because of similar diffi-

culties in establishing full-time equivalencies.

In collecting the necessary data on students, staff,

salaries, and other expenditures, the cost data form designed by

Dr. William McLure, co-author of the special NEFP study, Early

aildligs211andjlary and Secondary Education, was used.

This form was similar to the one used to his special study for

NEFP with changes made to reflect the scope of the program to be

costed in Texas and the categorical breakouts of Texas data to be

used. The cost form and the instructions for completing it which

were used by staffs in the seven districts'and by Agency staff

members are Appendix C of this paper.

All data was collected for the base year of 1970-71, the

most recent year for which the necessary data was available. Data

was gathered in four major areas to reflect the current expendit-

ures of each district in 1910-71. Both capital outlay and debt

service expenditures were excluded because these are not usually

considered to be current expenditures and because it was expected

that these areas. would remain entirely dependent on local funds.

In addition, funds expended for transportation and food services

were excluded except in cases where they could be attributed to
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special program areas such as special education.
13

The four major

areas and the sources for the data acquired in each are given

below.

Section IB Students..
14

When completed; Section I of each

district's cost rata form contained information about the numbers

of students who participated in programs in each of the designated

program areas during 1970-71. All student enrollment figures were

expressed in Average Daily Membership. Line 3.0 gives each district's

total ADM and ADM by grade level. Lines 6.0 and 8,0 (and their

subparts) show ADM for each program area cf special and compen-

satory/remedial, education respectively by grade level. Full head

counts, converted to ADM where necessary, were reported in these

lines. Vocational eth.cation enrollments were reported on line9.0

and its subparts using full-time equivalencies were calculated

o'n the .basis of the number of creditireceive.d.- '.For 'Ocathple,- )

if it was reported that agriculture courses with each enrollee

receiving 4 of his 10 credits for the year in the course, then

40 FTE was shown on line 9.1 and the other 60 FTE on line 10.0.

Line 10.0, the /DM by grade level of students participating in

the basic/regu4r education program was computed by subtracting the

sum of lines 6.o, 8.0, and 9.0 from the gross ADM given in line_3.0.

13./Although transportation and food services were both included in the
NEFP study, it was decided that the Texas study would be restricted to
educational program costs with lump sums per district to be added on for
non-education programs.
14 /See Appendix 0 .
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Section III Stp-rf, Section II yielded information on the

total numbers of prcfessional staff in each district as well as

the number of staff involved in providing programs in each

particular area of the study. Section II information for elemen-

tary, middle, and high school staff members was provided on a

parate form for each of these three levels. Staff members who

were classified as instructional personnel included all re ar,

special and itinerant teachers. Non-teaching supportive staff

included administrative and supervisory personnel; counselors;

psychologists, social workers and visiting (homebound) teachers;

librarians; teacher aides; and an "all other" category which

included professional personnel such as nurses who did not fit in

one of the other specified categories. All personnel, instructional

and supportive, assigned to one of the identified program areas

were shown on lines 6.1; 6.2, or 6.3 for special education pro-

grams; 8.1i 8.29 or 8.3 for compensatory/remedial programs, and

lines 9.1 -9.7 for vocational programs. In addition, regular teachers

were assigned to the special education and remedial/compen-

satDry program areas based on the pupil-teacher ratios of that

district. For example., if there were 150 students in ADM reported

on line 8.1 of Section I as participating in elementary compen-

satory/ remedial programs in a district tith an elementary pupil-

teacher ratio oC 25:1, 6 regular teachers were also shown on

line 8.1 of Section II in addition to the special teachers and sup-

portive staff already shown there. Similar prorations of regular

supportive staff shown in line 3.0 were made based on the
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number of renular teachers in each program; It was not necessary

to prorate either regular teachers or supportive staff to the

various vocational programs because full-time equivalencies

were used for vocational students in Section I. Line 10.0.1

teachers and supportive professional staff assigned to the

regular program, was calculated by subtracting the sum of lines

8.1-9.7 for each staff category given from the number given for

each category in line 3.0.

Section III: Salaries. Section III contained the salaries

for all staff shovin in Section II by grade level and program area.

In each case, the district's average salary for each personnel

category was used as the base salary and multiplied by the number

of staff members done in Section

Sctipn Iii_Otheri.larranta=andit=.1. All other

expenditure data for each district were shown in Section IV.

Total expenditures which were shown in line 3.0 were categorized

according to the established statewide accounting system in use

in Texas during 1,970-71. These categories were

Administration, General-Con-trol and Security

InstructiOnal Supplies, Clerical, Other

Operation and Maintenance of Plant

Transportation

Food Services

Other Auxiliary Services, Including Health

Any Fied Charges Including Social Security and
Retirement

Community Services
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Salries for staff such as central office personnel, which were not

reported in Sections II and III because they were unassignable to

grade level or program area, were included in this section.

Those expenditures which were direct allocations for specific pro-

grams such as funds for special equipment and instructional ma-

terials for special education programs were shown,as such.

However, most expenditures were not assignable either by grade

level or by program area; these had to be prorated across grade

levels and program areas according to the number of staff reported

in Section II. All expenditure categories except transportation

and food services were prorated; only expenditures in these two

areas which could be directly attributed to a specific program

were reported in Section IV and, therefore, used in determining

the weights.

All data for the twenty-four districts whose forms were com-

pleted by Agency auditors under the supervision of a study co-

ordinator were obtained from existing State collections with the

exception of the pupil, staff and cost information for those

districts with programs for non- English speaking students,.

Information for this program area was obtained from the 1970,,71

ESEA Title VII applications for funds for bilingual education

programs. 15

Once the information needed to compute the cost differentials

137-7X".- Office of Education Form 4491-4.
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each program area included in the Texas study was obtained and

reported on the cost data forms, the forms were sent to Dr.

McLure who was under contract with the Agency to calculate a set

of Texas weights. Before the per pupil costs could be calcula-

ted for cach progzam area and the cost ind:.ces established, many

of the forms had to be recalculated to obtain a higher level of

consistency of data treatment procedures between forms. The area

in which the most recalculations were made was vocational educa-_

tional enrollments. Due to a misunderstanding in the procedures

to be followed in calculating full-time equivalencies for voca-

tional students, two different kinds of calculations were originally

made which in Dr. Mc:Lure's estimation would significantly affect

the differentials to be calculated. All full-time equivalencies

were recalculated based on the percentages that the various

vocational programs were of the total annual credit load of an

average stude'ot.

Three of the 31 good practice districts were dropped at

this stage of the study because of data errors, inconsistencies

and ommissions in their cost data forms which could not-be.cor-

rected easily. Using the forms for the 2:3 good practice districts

remaining in the study, per pupil (ADM) costs were calculated for

each district programs. A set of weights was then calculated

for each district using the .base unit of 1.0 to reflect the, per

pupil cost of the regular elementary program.

Once a set of weights had been established for each district,

Texas weights ware computed by averaging the district weights-
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in each area. For example, the twenty-eight weights for the

regular high school program were summed and divided by 28 to yield

an average weight of 1.28 for a regular high school student. In

some of the special program areas, most notably early childhood

special education and programs for non-EngUsh speaking students,

the resulting weights were based on an average of less than 28

because not all of the good practice districts had programs in

those areas. 16

Listed below are the Texas weights which were then used in

analyzing a funds allocation plan based on meeting the varying

Per pupil costs of providing the programs included in the scope

of the study.

TABLE III : TEXAS PER PUPIL WEIGHTS FOR THE
INSTRUCTIONAL PROGRAM

BASIC PROGRAM:
Early Childhood Special
Kindergarten
Elementary
Middle School
High School

SPECIAL PROGRAMS:

Speech Handicapped
All Other Handicapped
Low Income
Non-Engli3h Speaking
Migrant
Agriculture
Homemaking
Trades and Industry
Office, D.E. and Health
Cooperative
Handicanped Vocational
Coordinated Vocational -

Academic Education

Education

Elementary '
School

1.26
1.05
1.00
1.12
1.28

Middle
SChool

High
Scholl
1.57
2.71
1.51
1.67
1.81
1.56
1.38
1.47
1.42
1.41
2.64

1.82

1.36
2.21
1.37
1.77
1.47
MP MP MI OEM

.111

MO MP MD

Mill,M111 OEM MP

OM MP OEM MP

MO me MS MN

Nampo mi. el

1.52
2.30
1.38
1.67
1.51
1.37
1.21
1.29
1.24
1.23
2.31

1.59

I6 777WIR-e detailed explanation of Dr. McLure's procedures for
deter7oining each district's weights is in Appendix D.
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The dollar value for each of the weights was based on the

average value for 1.0, found in the 28 good practice districts.

Summing each district's value for 1.0 and dividing the total by

28 yielded an average value of $497 for 1.0, the weight for a

regular elementary school student. This dollar average was then

multiplied by each of the weights in order to exnress them as

dollars. In Table IV is displayed the per pupil costs established
1

for each of the program areas included in the study.

TABLE IV s PER PUPIL COSTS FOR TEXAS PROGRAMS

BASIC PROGRAM:
Early Childhood Special Education
Kindergarten
Elementary
Middle School
High Schocl

SPECIAL PROGRAM:
Elementary

$626
522
497
557
636

Middle
sa00 1

High

Sperm h Handicapped .676 756 $' 780
All other Handicapped 1098 1143 1347
Low Income 681 . 686 750
Non-English Speaking 888 830 830
Migrant 731 751 972
Agriculture 6 1 775
Homemaking 6802 686
Trades and Industry 641 730
Office, D.E. and Health 617 706
Cooperatives 612 701
Handicapped Vocational 1148 1312
Coordinated Vocational- 791 904
Academic Education
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Phae IV: SccurilZj&LP.al_aiftrict Dat4_for An)yzing thg

Weighted Pupil Alwroacl

In order to analyze the impact of a distribution plan based

on weighted pupils in Texas, data other than the set of Texas

weights were need:d. Decisions regarding the data bank to be

built were based on the kinds of analyses to be performed.

Basically, analyses were projected for three general areas- -

total instructional program entitlements; district.Lby,.district:

actual expenditures in 1970-71, and total individual program area

entitlements. In addition, it was envisioned that estimates

should be made of total program entitlements and corresponding

district distributions and comparisons with actual expenditures

of the effect of a weighted pupil distribution formula based not

only on students actually served by the various programs in

1970-71 but also on those identified as needing programs. In

order to do these analyses, student population data including those

actually participating in programs as well as those needing them

were gathered by grade level and program area for each district

in Texas. Additional district level information on expenditures

was also obtained for the comparative analyses which were en-

visioned.

A total of 177 data elements were obtained and loaded into

the computer for each of Texas' 1149 school districts. All but

ten of these data items for each district represented various

outbreaks of pupil populations. Several data sources were used

in building the data bank for each district. The problems of data
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comparability experienced in gathering data for determining cost

differentials were also encountered during this phase of the study.

Attempts were made to use the same sources regarding the numbers

of students participating in various programs as were used ear-

lier in determining the weights. The form in which the data

elements existed also varied with report-- some were in head

count, others in ADA, and others in'initial enrollment. Each

data source was loaded into the computer in its existing form and,

where necessary, programs were written to convert it to ADM, the

base unit of :analysis in the study as well as to sum to the

subtotals needed for the analyses. This was done in order to

avoid any human errors in making the conversions before loading

the.data. However, if the conversions had been made earlier and

the grade level information had been summed into elementary,

middle, and high school subtotals for each program area, the

number of data elements loaded and stored in the data bank for

each district could have been substantially reduced. Appendix E

,:contains a list of the individual data elements loaded for each

district,

With the exception of data for students participating in

programs for non-English speaking students which were obtained fro:7

applications submitted to the U.S. Office of Education for ESEA

Title VII funds (OE Form 4491-4), all population data came from

State collections. The major sources of data were the Suoerinten-

dent's Annual Report, the Superintendent's Special Education

Statistical Repert, the Consolidated Applidation for State and

Federal Assistance, and the Professional Personnel Assignment Form.
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Individual sources of student population data for each program

area and the adjustments make by computer program to obtain comparable

data are given in Table V, pages 37-41.

Financial data obtained for each district included the

followings

Actual Total Foundation School Program Cost

Actual Expenditures for Instruction,

Total District Expenditures (excluding capital
outlay and debt service)

Transportation Allotment Received from the State

State Contribution to the Cost of the Foundation
School Program

Lirect Federal Revenue

Other Federal Revenue

Total Revenues of District Excluding Bond Sales for
Capital Outlay

Total Expenditures including Capital Outlay and
Debt Service

Expenditures for Adult Education Programs

All expenditure information was collected for the base year of the

study, 1970-1'1. The sources for these data items were the Final

Application for Youndation Funds and the audit report filed by

each district.

Projecting the number of students ir need of special programs

covereed, in the study was based on both existing data documenting

need and on incidence rates, Incidence rates, reflecting the

percentage of the student population in need of programs, were

determined for program areas in which no information existed

regarding unmet needs. Program managers for both special education
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and vocational education were asked to provide estimates of the

percentages of the total student population who were in need of

programs in each of their respective areas. The percentages

provided by the Department of Special Education were based on ones

published in 1970 by the U.S. Office of Edlcation's Bureau of Ed-

ucation for the Handicapped. The Bureau's estimates,which were

summed to reflect the program areas covered in the study, yielded

an incidence rate for Speech Handicapped of four percent and for

all other handicapping conditions of 12.19 percent. In making

analyses based on meeting the needs of handicapped students,,

these incidence rates were applied to each district's elementary,

middle, and high school ADM.

Estimates of anticipated enrollments in vocational programs

for 1976-77 were found in the 3r .Ya2 State Plan forlscational

Education, Fiscal Year 1971. These projected enrollments were con-

verted to incidence rates by determining the percentage that each

was of the projected secondary enrollment for 1976-77. The incidence

rates which were then applied to each district's high school ADM

were!

TABLE VII VOCATIONAL EDUCATION INCIDENCE RATES

.EalczgraLLArsaa
Cooperative
Handictl)ped
Coordinated Vocational Academic

Education
Agriculture
Homemah/ng
Trades and Industry
Office, Distributive, and Health
Education

Incidence 1l3a1te

12.4/0
.16

12.01
9.95

27.40
8.30

8 :30
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These incidence rates were used to project the costs of serv-

ing students in need of special and vocational education pro-

grams. In making analyses, if the number of students in need

of specific programs was 1e.S5 using incidence rates than the actual

participation firares, then-the.actual data. were used.

The source of inforration about the extent of need for spe-

cial programs for low income, non-English speaking and migrant stu-

dents was the 1970-71 Consolidated Application for State and

Federal Assistance (CASFA). Each district which filed a CASFA

for ESEA Tilte I, Title I Migrant, Title II or NDEA Title III

funds, was asked to estimate, by grade level, the number of its

students with the following characteristics: low income, mi-

grant, non-standard English. No criteria are given for identify-

ing students with these characteristics which results in a

great range of needs reported. Since incidence rates would have

been difficult to determine in these areas and would probably

have been no less of a gross measurement of need than the district

estimates, the CASFA estimates were used. The estimated counts

submitted by each district were summed to grade level and converted

to ADM using the enrollment to ADM ratio of each district. Again

in districts where the estimated need was lePs than the reported

number of students served by a program in Dne of these areas in

1970-1971, actual participation data was used.

Zhaar.11--AnalYzi
Analyses o any method of allocatine funds to school district:,

can be approached in several ways, Analyses can be limitf4d to
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projecting the costs of the distribution method and its impact on

individual districts or expanded to encompass plans for the acqui-

sition of revenues to support the proposed distribution system in-

cluding alternative methods of taxation. Analyses in the Texas

weighted pupil study were designed primarily to assess the impact of

a weighted pupil allocation plan on Texas school d4stricts. Tids

was done for two major reasons. First, it was felt that tying a

weighted nupil distribution plan to one or more revenue-raising

plans would diffuse the focus of the study since several different

revenue plans could be used to support such a plan. Second, this

limited approach parallelled plans of the Board Committee to ex-

amine distribution plans before considering alternative revenue

plans.

All analyses were done by computer using a program developed

by a computer analyst in the Agency's Management Information Center

who was assigned full-time to the study. Prior to, the decision

to develop a new computer system for the Texas study, the compu-

ter system designed by members of the NEFP staff was evaluated for

possible use. one major reasons that the NEFP system was not in-

stalled on the Texas computers involved the language of the NEFP

system, its printout format, the amount 0: data which it was de-

signed to hold, and the changes which wou:.d have had to be made in

the computer statements to accomodate the Texas study. The language

used in the NEFF system--PL/1-- was unfamiliar to Agency staff mem-

bers who did most of their work using Cobol. Utilization of the

t1EFP system would have necessitated engaging a new staff member



familiar with the PL /1 lanfruage or providing intensive training for

an existing staff member. Second, the system was designed to pro-

duce printouts in the size of a regular sheet of paper. This sub-

stantially reduced the number of characters and hence the number of

columns which could be printed acrost the page for any single analy-

sis. Third, the NEFP system was designed to accomodate data for

only 800 districts necessitating changes to increase the storage

space to accomodate all of Texas' 1149 school districts. And final-

ly, since the Texas study dealt with program areas and populations

which differed from the NEFP study, a substantial number of the

computer statements would have had to be rewritten to accomodate

these changes and the Texas weights. Althcugh, it would have been

possible to make each of these changes necessary to making the NEFP

system usable in Texas, estimates of the time required to make them

and test the system were not much less than the estimates of the

time it would take to design, test and operationalize a new sys-

tem.

An extensive list of possible analyses of the effect of a

weighted pupil distribution formula on Texas districts was developeu

while the new computer system was being designed and the data ele-

ments for each d:.strict loaded. However, once the system was opera-

tional, the shormess of time in which to ::omplete any analyses

prior to the Board.Committee's consideration of the study findings

necessitated that only selected analyses be done.initially.. The

criteria used in selecting those analyses to be made included those

which would further the stated objectives of the study and those
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which would display the significant differences in using a weighted

student approach as the basis for the distribution of funds as com-

pard to other allocation methods,

Of primary interest were projections of costs of funding an

educational program based on weighting students according to the

costs of meeting their different needs. Analyses of the costs of

the proposed Texas program were prepared showing the funds that each

district would receive and the resulting total State cot of using

weighted students. Althotigh the average cost for 1.0-4497-- found

in the twenty-eight good practice districts was' used in making most

.of the analyses, the earlier analyses included projections of in-

structional program costs at different values for 1.0 ranging from

$413 to $601.

District analyses were done by using two different sets of

student population data. The first, designated as "students

served", included the average daily membership (ADM) of the popu-

lations actually served by special programs in each district in

1970-710 the base year of study data and analyses. The second set

of population data, "students identified", included the estimates

of existing need for different programs in each district.

In the earlier analyses, all weights were applied as originally

calculated. '7 Weights in each of the spec:.al education and compen-

satory program areas represented the total per pupil cost for the

school year. These special program areas weights were multiplied

17/ Refer to page 9 of _this paper for. weights,
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by the number of students enrolled in each special program area and

the regular program weights were multiplied by the total ADM less the

ADM for each of the special program areas with the exception of

vocational education. (This was not necessary for vocational educa-

tion because of 'she use of FTEss,) Where students were served by more

than one of the special programs--which is often-the case--, they were

counted twice using this method. In many districts, this resulted

in negative ADM and dollar totals for the regular program when

these duplicate students were subtracted from the total ADM for

each of the program areas in which they were served. Although the

analyses and resulting total district and State cost projections

were not changed by these negative figures, individual program area

costs at both the State and district levels could not be displayed in

an understandable form because of the negative figures which appeared

for one or more of the regular programs.

At this point in the study, it was decided to express the

weights for special program areas and vocational education as add-

on weights which when expressed as aollars,would represent the

additional per pupil costoeyond the regular program cos% of the

special programs only. In order to do this, all or the per enrollee

special education and remedial /compensatory weights were recalculated

as add-on weight:; by subtracting the regular program weight from the

per enrollee special program weights. For example, the high school

special education per enrollee weight which had been determined during

an earlier phase of the study was 2.71. The add-on weight expressing
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the relative cost of special education for each high school student

was calculated by subtracting 1.28, the regular high school per

pupil weight, from 2.71 which yielded an add-on weight of 1.43.

Because the vocational education weights were originally calculated

as per FTE weights, they were first recalculated as per enrollee

weights and then expressed as add-on weights using the same procedure

as outlined above.

The set of weights for the regular programs--kindergarten,

elementary, middle and high school-- remained the same. The weight

for Early Childhood Special Education programs also remained the

.same because it was applied to a special population of students not

used in the rest of the study--3 and 4 year olds. When expressed as

add-ons, the special program weights used subsequently in the

analyses were:

TABLE.VIIs ADD-ON WEIGHTS FOR STUDENTS IN SPECIAL AND
VOCATIONAL PROGRAMS

EzaaramIxaa Elementary Middle
School

High
sQ11001

Speech Handicapped .36 .40 .29

All Other Handicapped 1.21 1.18 1.1

Low Income .37 .26 .23

Non-English Sp/Jaking .77 .55 9
Migrant .47 .39 03
Agriculture .25 .28

Homemaking .09 .10

Trades and Industry, .17 .19

Office, Distributive Education .12 .14
and Health

Cooperative .11 .13

Handicapped Vocational 1.19 1.36

Coordinated Vocational Academic .47 .54
Education
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Once the add-on weights were determined, they were used

in all subsequent analyses to express the relative cost of pro-

viding special programs. All students in a district were first

counted as regular students at the appropriate grade level,

kindergarten, elementary; middle or high. When the weighted ADM

for the regular programs was converted to dollars busing 1.0 equal

to $497, the total dollar allocation which each district would receive

for the operation of its regular program resulted. Each district's

allocation for special programs was then calculated by multiplying

the ADM for each of the special program areas by the add-on weight

for each area and then multiplying the weithted ADM by $497.

By using add-on weights in this manner, negative totals for the

regular students and program costs were avoided because the sum

of ADM in special programs was no longer subtracted from the total

ADM.

In order to analyze the effect of the projected costs of a

weighted student allocation plan on both the State and individual

districts, the cost estimates were compared, to actual expenditure

data for 1970-71. Although the results of the comparisons showed

that it would cost less than one percent more to provide programs

for students ser.red similar to the level of quality rerrosented by

the 28 good practice districts than actual expenditures in 1970-71,

a significant redistribution of funds would be reouired with

approximately half of Texas' districts receiving increased amounts

of funds and the other half receiving redLced amounts. This was

displayed in district level comparisonsi In gddition, the number of
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winners and losers and the range of losses and gains were also

riven in conjunction with e-leh comparison of the weighted student

allocation projections with other allocation plans,

In addition to actual expenditures in 1970-71, the weighted

pupil distribution formula was also compared on a district-by-

district basis with a flat grant distribution plan, in an effort

to determine what effect nroviding varying amounts of funds per

student would have on individual districts as compared to equal

funds per student,

Tables X-XIV of the written report of the study display the

.results of the analyses discussed above and of the format used

for each analysis. The remainder of the analyses done for the

deliberations of the Board Committee included the addition of funds

for transportation, food services, capital outlay and debt service

interest, Actual expenditures in each of these areas for 1970-71

were added to the projected costs of the weighted pupil allocation

formula in order to provide a more comprehensive estimate of the

total cost of the proposed distribution plane

In previous comparirons to actual expenditures in 1970-71,

all sources of revenue-- Federal; State; and local-- received by

each district in 1970-71 were included. In order to reflect the

additional funds which would be required fl,r the State to support

a weighted student allocation plan in each district; the funds re-

ceived from local enrichment and Federal sources were subtracted from

the grand totals for each district, The results of this yielded bo';h

the absolute amounts and the percent increase needed in State revenues
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above the level of State funds expended in 1970-71. It was found

that a 4o,4 percent increase in State expenditures would be needed

for the State to fund fully the weighted pupil allocation plan at

the level of quality found in the 28 good practice districts.

Tables XV-XX show.both the formats used in these analyses and re-

sults which were obtained.

The results of all analyses were displayed in tabular form with

the districts listed in the first column and variables used in each

analysis displayed in the rest of the columns. The tables were

designed in all cases for ease of reading and to present the most

.important findings of the analyses. Two types of printouts were

designed for each analysis, one giving district information for

each of Texas' 1149 districts and the other displaying the same

information for ten districts with State totals for all districts.

The ten districts which were chosen for summary display purposes

represented a range of financial conditions, were of different

sizes and were located in different parts of the State.

VI: P . / A mintstrative G

During the initial planning of the Texas weighted pupil

study, it was envisioned that broad guidelines would be developed

to suggest how slch a distribution method might be administered.

Areas suggested for inclusion in the guidelines were state

salary schedules, district accountability for expenditures, rules

governing expenditure of funds in different program areas, reporting

requirements, and local control.
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From the outset, it was recognized by the study coordina-

tors that 'two different kinds of guidelines could be written:

one would give districts wide discretion in determining how the

funds which they were allocated would be expended and the other

would require districts to spend the weighted amount it received per

child specifically for that child. The guidelines, which were

conceptualized by the study staff would have outlined procedures

for the distribution of funds to districts based on their identifi-

cation of student needs and the development and implementation of

programs or special services designed to meet those needs as re-

ported in a district plan submitted to the Agency, probably at two

year intervals. The automatic financing mechanism of the existing

Foundation School Program would be maintained so that districts

could plan based on realistic estimates of the funds they would re-

ceive each year. In addition, it was intended that local control

over the determination of programs and funds expenditures be con-

tinued by giving districts some flexibility in determining

allocation of funds for the regular and special program areas.

This flexibility might be defined as the option to allocate a cer-

tain percent of the funds received for one program area to 'other

as long as all students who were reported us being served were

actually served 'by each of the program areas.

Because of the sensitiveness of several of the a to be

covered in the guidelines.and the' time that it would take to resolve

satisfactorily the issues within each of tlese areas,.it soon becama

apparent that developing a set of guidelines that would govern
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the administration of a weighted pupil distribution plan was too

extensive a task and beyond the capacity of the staff given the

time available for completion of the study. Hence, in reporting

the weighted pupil study procedures and findings to the Board

Committee, the study coordinators suggested that, if the weighted

pupil approach to funds distribution were pursued further as a

means of financing Texas public education, extensive condideration

be given to the various alternatives available for the administra-

tion of the plan.

Phase VII; _Preparation of Study Report and Presentation to the
Board Committee

A full report detailing all phases of the study was written

primarily for the Board Committee and other groups studying alter-

native distribution plans for Texas. In addition, the written

report was viewed as a means of providing documentation of the

procedures which were u cgi in case parts of the study were ever

repeated. Particular effort was given to providing written docu-

mentation of the selection and costing of pi*ograms as found_in

the good practice districts since the study represented one of the

few attempts in Texas school financing history to determine the

costs associated with providing quality programs.

In addition to the report which detailed the methodology,

procedures and analyses undertaken during the study, a summary

report was prepared. The summary *as designed to provide an over-

view of the major findings of the study including the projected

costs of a weighted pupil allocation plan using both students served
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and students identified as needing special programs as well as to

outline the procedures used in determining the Tekrts weights. The

summaries of the three distribution plans prepared by the Agency

staff for conrifieration by the Board Committee were distributed to

all Texas superintendents to keep them abreast of the Committee's

deliberations and to obtain their input.

The oral presentation of the Texas weighted pupil study which

was prepared for the Board Committee also dealt with the major

findings of the study with a summary of how the weights were deter-

mined and applied to Texas districts in the analyses which were

.made. During the oral presentation, the impact of the weighted

pupil approach on Texas districts was displayed by using statewide

totals as well as the individual results for the ten districts which

were chosen as representative of the'vlide:range of-conditions found

in Texas school districts. The entire set of printouts for all

districts were also made available to each Committee member.

Cost of tile Study

The entire cost of the study was approximately $2Q,000.

Except for $3000 in computer costs; the majority of the expenditure::

were for manpowe:^, Since Agency staff members were used as -staff

to the study, most of the manpower costs were absorbed by the Agenc:r

without any additional expenditure of funds. Estimates of the

costs for the major phases of the study were as follows*
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Phases I and II: Scope of the

Program and Selection of
Good Practice Districts

Phase III: Determination of
Texas Weights

Phases IY and V: Gathering of
School Population Data and $8000. (this in-
Analyses eludes $3000

in computer
costs)

$2000.

$5000.

Phase VII: Preparation of
Written Report $1500.

General Administration $3500.



EVALUATION OF THE TEXAS APPROACH

The Texas cost differentials and the analyses performed

in asnlying them as a method for distributing funds represent

reasonable estimates of the costs of supporting educational

programs for all districts at the average expenditure level found

in the twenty-eight good practice districts. However, both time

constraints and data problems lessen the degree of confidence that

can be placed in the weights for actual funding purposes. In

addition, slight changes in several of the procedures might have

,yielded significantly different weights. The major problems which

were encountered and other procedures which might have been

followed are discussed below in evaluating the Texas approach.

The basis of a weighted pupil approach is the selection of

districts to be used in establishing pupil weights and a dollar

value for 1.0. The selection of Texas' good practice districts

was based solely on judgements of quality programs. A concern

shared by staff members during the development of selection

procedures wa3 the nonavailability of other variables which could

be used to determine which districts offer quality programs.

Specifically, evidence of quality in terms of the products of

the educational system was sought. One source which was evaluated

for ascertaining the quality of students produced by district

educational systems was achievement test scores. Although

recognizing that achievement test scores a.7e not often a valid

measure of student achievement, the staff hoped to use test results

-56-
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as one way of securing nominations of best practices in addition

to the judgements of those se:Zected to make nominations, Despite

the fact that Texan has not had a State testing program

invol.Ing all districts during recent years, the possibility

of using test results reported by districts on program evaluatir-is

was explored. However, after examining these reports, it was

concluded that no comparable test data existed which could be

used because of the wide number of achievement tests used by Texas

districts and the variances in the grade levels at which the tests

were administered.

Changes in the nomination process itself might also have

yielded different results, The inclusion of three areas -- adult

vocational, adult basic, and gifted/talented -- in the nomination

criteria which were excluded later from the study may have resulted

in some districts not being. nominated who had best practices

in all areas but these three. In addition, a different list

of best practice districts might have been obtained if a weighting

system had been developed which would have assigned higher

values to nominations in certain areas than to those in others.

In the procedures used, a nomination for best practice in early

childhood spacial education counted as much as a nomination for

best practice in a regular elementary education program, The

possibilites of weighting the nominatiqns were not explored

extensively in the Texas study because determining the values

would have involved another set of judgements which would have

made the nomination and selection process more complex to
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to manage and explain.

The major problem confronted in the study concerned sources

of data. The data problems were particularly acute during the acqui-

sition of pupil, staff, salaries, and other cost information to

be used in establishing the Texas weights. As in most states,

the Texas data system is organized around the existinr, State aid

system. Data for areas covered in the weighted pupil study which

were not part of the existing Foundation School Program were either

nonexistent or had less validity than data which were used in 1970-

71 for distributing State funds. Two areas, adult basic education

and programs for the gifted and talented, had to be excluded from

the study because of the lack of pupil, cost, and staff data. In

program areas which have been supported traditionally with Federal

funds, such as low income and non-Englioh speaking, the weights

which were determined represent for the most Dart the per pupil

expenditures in the 28 districts from Federal funds only because

districts are not requested usually to provide information to the

State on local expenditures, if any, for these programs.

Even in same areas which have been supported in part with

State funds, several, often conflicting, sources of data were

available. For example, staff information was found on two major

reports filed by all districts in 1970-71. One report which identi-

fied staff members by teaching category wai used for the distribution

of State Foundation School Program funds to each district.

Since personnel who were reported as teachers did not have to

perform actual teaching duties, many diste.cts4 in order to qualify
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for more State funds, reported certificated central staff members

with greater exnerience and/or degrees ate teachers in place of per-

sonnel actually teaching who had less experience and/or fewer de-

grees. Using thisreport for Section II would have resulted in staff

counts which d3d lot represent the actual p:actices of the districts

in staffing the various program areas. Another report of personnel

filed by each district was designed to collect management information

on personnel, their responsibilities and the number of students which

they serve. In this report for 1970-71, each district reported all

of its professional personnel and coded their responsibilities.

Although this report was used only for information, the staff counts

by program areas were considered by Agency personnel to be a better

reflection of actual district practices than the counts reported for

funding purposes and consequently were used in the study. In other

cases of duplicate sources of information, attPnpts were made to use

the sources which staff members felt would provide the most accurate

information about the actual practices of the twenty-one districts.

It was enfiniored that some of these data problems .totIld not

occur in the seven' districts for which dat^ forms were com,71Pted by

staff mempr- t'rr ch distrirt urine existing district data for

1970-71. Although no extensive survey was made of the individual

problem/1 of the seven districts in securint data for completing

the con form, informal reports from staff members in some of these

districts provided insieht into the informLtion existing at the

district level. According to them, data sstems in their respective

districts in 1970-71 were also organized around the existing State

support system, the Foundation School Prograrb in order to facilitate

reporting information to the State for funds distribution.
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furthermore, if detailed records were not required by the State,

then detailed information did not exist often at the district level.

Because of this, many of the problems experienced during the ac-

quisition of the data for the twenty-one good practice districts

also occurrecrin several of the seven districts. Since 1970-71,

many of these districts have implemented program budgeting systems,

which would have enabled them to provide more detailed data about

individual programs if a later base year were used.

Calculating the set of Texao weights in a different way also

would have yielded a different set of weights. Instead of com-

puting a set of weights for each of the twenty-eight good practice

districts and then averaging the weights to establish a weight for

Texas, the weights could also have been computed by totaling all

of the costs associated with a program for all twenty-eight districtp

and dividing that sum by the sum of the students participating in

that program in the twenty-eight districts. This method of cal-

culating the weights was not used for several reasons; most im-

portant among these was the following. MG, use of the, alternative

calculation method described above would have resulted in weights

which were largely determined by the practices of the largest dis-

tricts in the study, thereby obviating the need for gathering data

from the smaller good practice distr;cts. However, different

size districts were included'in the list of good practice districts

for tl:e express purpose of including any costs which resulted from

dtff,.,-ercer in their size differences in the cost of living, remote-

ness, geographic location, or other variables in the determination
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of the Texas weights. Furthermore, it was tendered that weights

determined by a small number of large, urban districts in Texas

would have been untenable politically in a State which has 1149

districts, the majority of which consider themselves to be located

in nonurban areas and which have less than 1000 students.

Most of the Texas weights were based on data-ifrom the majority

of the twenty-eight good practice districts and can, therefore,

be considered as representative of the average actual costs, based

on existing information, of providing quality programs. The

number of districts on whieh the weights in each program area were

based is given below.

TABLE VIII: NUMBER OF DISTRICT WEIGHTS USED IN
DETERMINING TEXAS WEIGHTS, BY PROGRAM
AREA

Program Area Number of District Weits

Kindergarten 26

Elementary 28

Middle School 28

High School 28

Early Childhood Special Education 16

glean. high

Speech Handicapped 27 21 16

All Other Special Education 27 5

Low Income 28 20

Non-English Speaking 6 2 1

Migrant 5 2

Agriculture 25

Homemaking 28

Trades and Industry 28

Office, Distributive Education and Health Education 19

Cooperatives 0 27

Vocational Handicapped 1

Coordinated Vocational Academic Education 20
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However, as can be seen from examining the table above,

weights in some areas were only based on the practices of a few

districts. This was true particularly in some special program areas,

such as migrant, non-English speaking and handicapped vocational,

because of the lark of widespread programs in these areas. In

addition, weights for middle school vocational education programs

were not based on actual practices because of the lack of infor-

mation about the programs. These weights were computed by taking

the average high school weight for each vocational area and mul-

tiplying it by 11J-12
'

the ratio of the regular middle school program
.28

weight to the regular high school program weight. As a result of

the lack of information for special and middle school vocational

progams, any funding done on the basis of these Weights would neea

to be accompanied by some provision for adjustments if districts

found themselves unable to provide programs in these areas because

of the low level of funds allocated to them'for the programs.

These adjustments could be calculated on a hold-harmless basis

guaranteeing each district the level of funds expended per child

in each of these areas in 1970-71 until weights based on a larger

number of good practice programs and more detailed information

could be establithed.

The .laCk of widespread practices in't-ome of the tpecial programs

lind the lack cf liscrste information .3n othen areas raises auestions

about the range of weights which should bo included in the scope

of a weighted pulil study. Based on the Texas experience, one could

contend that the level of detail of the program typology should be
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no greater than the level of detail of the data which would be used in

detetnining per pupil provam costs and hence weights. For example,

if the, Texas study were repeated using existing data, weights should

probably be-determined for middle and secondary vocational programs

alike, and only one weight, rather than three at different grade

levels, should be established for each special prdiram area in which

little informationiexistt by grade level.

!

As stated earlier, the major constraints in the Texas study

were the lack of time and data. If the study were repeated,

procedural changes could be made which would have alleviated many

of the problems which were encountered due to these constraints.

A similar study probably should not be conducted in a timeframe of

less than six months, and up to a year should be allotted if a major

data gathering phase is necessary. Adequate time should be spent

during the planning phase in determining what data are needed,

their availability:in the form needed, and their validity.. In

addition, pilot tests using the cost data form; should be used

to determine the iata problems that axe likely to occur later so

that they can be resolved before beginning the actual data gathering

phase. Finally, an evaluation of the available data should be made

in terms of their limitations for use in the:study. If data are

not available at the state level,. then the possibility and cost-

benefits of securing the necessary data from districts should be

explored.

Although a longer period of time in which to plan and complete

the Texas study would have enabled the staff to retolire.fully some
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of the dntn problemq which surfaced during the study, the weights

would probably not have been significantly different, than those

which were establishedrif the existing data base were used Since all

data calculations and computations were done similarly for all dis-

tricts. Significant changes in the Texas weights would have

resulted, however, if data were collected specifically for the study

from a future base year rather than one in the past. If sufficient

time existed7- at least eighteen months-- all data used in the study

could be gathered expressly for the study by using an upcoming

school year. This could be done by selectihg the good practice

districts during the spring and then training the districts' fis-

cal staffs during the summer to report the current expenditures for

the school year beginning the following September as they occurred.

Several benefits would result from gathering the data in this way.

Prior knowledge about the specific kinds of.data needed would enable

these staffs to collect the data in a usable form and at the level

of detail needed. The weightS which would be calculated from data

gathered in this manner would provide a reasonably accurate reflec-

tion of actual costs because records could be organized by program

area and grade and expenditures and other information specified

accordingly. Th:s would substantially reduce the amount of expen-

ditures and personnel which would have to be prorated across all pro-

gram areas in determining cost differentials, a procedure which

can dittort the real differences between per pupil program area costs.
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A longer period of time in which to accomplish the study

would also permit the acquisition and training of a permanent

simfr rtssigncd full time to the study. In total, more than thirty

Agency staff members contributed to the Texas weighted pupil

study. Most of .C.ese were involved in the acquisition of data

for establishing the cost differentials and of population

data for analyzing the impact of a weighted student approach on

Texas districts. By having a full time staff specifically assigned

to the study, the number of people working with the data could be

substantially reduced*, which should result in a greater degree

of accuracy in the data. A permanent staff sufficient to complete

the study itself would also have the capacity to compute the

cost differentials without having to contract with an external

consultant. A computer program could be written for calculating

the cost differentials if data from a large. number of districts

were used.

Another option for states which wish to explore a funds distri-

bution alternative based on weighted students would be to use

the weights developed in the National Educational Finance Project

study. States which neither have existing data sufficient for deter-

mining cost differentials or time to undertake the acauisition of

needed data might use the NEFP weights for examining how a

weighted student distribution method might work in their states.

Redistribution total current expenditures using the NEFP

weights would yield information about the impact or different

districts. This could be done by multiplying the students served
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by different programs by the NEFF weights for those programs and

then dividing the total current expenditures by the weighted

ntudent total to derive the value for 1.0. Applying this vlaue

for 1.0 to each district's weighted student totals for different

program areas would produce the funds to be distributed to each

district by program area. By summing the program area funds for

each district, the total funds each district would receive could

be determined and then compared to*,the funds actually expended ,in the

base year used.

For actual funding purposes, there are major limitations

using the NEFP weights. First, the NEFF weights were developed as

prototypes and not specifically for use by any one state. The

NEFP weights are based on cost differentials for programs of

districts snattered throughout the United States that were judged

to have quality educational programs. The states in which these

districts are located undoubtedly have a wide range of support

systems, different programatic emphases, and different laws

concerning the acquisition and distribution of revenues. The

possible extent of these differences can be seen by comparing

the NEFF weights and the Texas weights.

TABLE IX: CONPJ.RISON OF THE NEFP WEIGHTS AND THE TEXAS WEIGHTS

TEXAS NEFF
PROGRAM AREA WEIGHT .WEIGHT
Kindergarten 1.05 1.30
Basic Elementary 1.0 1.0
Middle School 1.12 1.20
High School 1.28 1.40
Speech Handicapped 1.364.52,1.57 1.20
Early Childhood Spec. Ed. 1.26
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TABLE IX CONTINUED:
TEXAS NEFP

PROGRAM AREA WEIGHT WEIGHT
All Other Special Ed. 2.21,2.30,2.71 range of 1,20-3.25
Low Income 1.37,1.38,1.51 2.06
Non-English Speaking 1.77,1.67,1.67 - - --

Migrant 1.47,1.51,1.81 _---
Acriculture 1.37, 1.56 - - --

Trades and Industries 1.29,1.47
Homemaking 1.21, 1.38 one weight only
Cooperatives 1.23, 1.41 of 1.80
Office, D.E. and Health 1.24, 1.42
Coordinated Vocational

Academic Education 1,59, 1.82
Vocational Handicapped 2.31, 2.64

As can be seen above, the Texas weights differ significantly from

the NEFP weights in several areas. In general, the Texas weights

are smaller in almost every area than the NEFP weights. A smaller

percentage of the funds spent for regular programs in Texas good

practice districts was expended for special programs than in the

sample districts used in the NEFP study. Similar kinds of differ-

ences might exist between the programs in another state and the

NEFP weights.

Second, a set of weights based on the relative costs of actual

practices in districts in the state in which' a weighted pupil

alternative is being consid^red would be more politically

acceptable to those who are considering distribution alternatives

and more defensib:.e to these who question tie validity ofthe

weights themselves;.

The Texas weighted pupil study proved valuable in several ways

despite the time constraints and data limitations which accompanied

it. First, an allocation plan which would result in the distribution
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of funds to districts based on their ident!kfication of student

needs and the provision of Programs and services to meet those

needs was, explerea and recommended for consideration in Texas.

Second, the study is the only comprehensive examination and

documentation of thn relative sorts of provid,,7 oua);t:,

ndur-ii.;nnal pror:rcrs in distric-:s selented because of the,-.

practices and of the total cost if a similar level of support were

provided for every district. The importance of these findings has

already been recognized. Contributions from this tart of the

study were included in the Board Committee's recommended changes

in the existing Foundation School Program. Prior to the com?letion

of this study, the recommended changes were based on what would be

necessary to align the Foundation School Program staffing ratios

and operating expenses with the average actual practices of Texas

districts. Because the weighted pupil study focused on the

provision of quality programs and data about the auality programs

had been gathered in conjunction with the study, the Board Com-

mittee was able to recommend chances in the existing system which

were based on quaLity rather than average practices of Texas

districts.



EVALUATION OP THE WE1G::TED
STUDENT i.EThODOLOGY

At a time when educators and laymen alike are endeavoring to

find ways to enable the nation's schools to meet flexibly the indi-

vidual educational needs of each school-age child, an allocation

system based on the varying costs of providing for there needs has

great merit.and, consequently, has garnered a great deal of interest.

To date, the weighted pupil methodology as developed by the I,ational

Educational Finance Project staff is the best conceptualization of

how a state desiring to provide funds for meeting different student

needs might do so. however, the weighted pupil methodology does

contain some inherent weaknesses which'states should be cognizant

of when considering its adoption for the allocation of funds. The

most important of these are discussed below,

Although a weighted student distribution plan can be grounded

in the provision of auality programs, the concept of quality which

has been used in east applications of the methodology is narrow.

Quality programs, as identified and costed in both the NEFF proto-

type and Texas stIldies, were chosen on the basis of consideration

of what exists rather than what ought to exist. To a large extent,

what exists presently is more a function of the present system rather

than a ratiOnale determination of what should exist. For example,

the quality of the programs of the twenty-eight good practice dis -

tricts was limited by the level of State funds and local enrich-

ment available to them as well as by the various systemic and legal

constraints under which each Texas district operates. Frogramatically,
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whAt in, even if considered to be quality, is not what necessarily

ought to be or even what might be if these constraint-1 did not

or we."-e r:'fc-ent. Perhaps, ray not be until the 'what

ought to be can be described and costed that a support system which

is based on quality can he developed and operati.onalized to achieve

the intended ::sults in terms of the products of the education

system.

Another issue involved in the concept of quality is the re-

lationship between dollars and quality. The assumption upon which

both the iiEFP and Texas studies were based was that a level of

support similar to that found in the twenty-eight good practice

districts could be provided for all districts, every district

would be able to provide programs similar in quality and product

to those of the good practice districts. In other words, similar

dollar inputs should result in similar products. This assumption

excludes the possibility that other variables, unrelated to either

the level of support available or actual expenditures, may well

be the major determinants of quality.

The uncertainties about what quality education is, what it

ought to be, and the relationship between dollars and quality are

not the sole pro/ince of the weighted pupil concept but have been

raised about oth?r distribution alternatives in which the achieve-

ment of duality is sought in a systematic way. However, no dis-

tribution plan should either be recommended or adopted as the

answer to the qtest for quality until the major determinants of

quality have been identified and examined by both educators and the



-71-

publir. In add Lion Lc providing information about relative costs

of difIvr(nt pro,-rams, future weir;hted rupil studies which are 'ased

on good practices could extend existinE knowledre rlbout the variables

of qual3ty by delineating those which seem to he the most important

in the dirtricto used in the cost studies.

Another area of concern about the weighted TATil rercent is

its administration. The Texas study, like the ;,Ei'12 study0 di:, not

encompass how a district would be reauired to spend its funds. A

dic3cunsed earlier, guidelines could be written which would direct

th2t a district spend the funds it receives for each child only for

the provision of educational pl'ograms for that child or that the

funds be expended in the program area for which they were allotted.

GuidelineT such as these could easily encourarre the flourishing of

categorical programs very similar to the ones perpetuated by the

allocation of Fedlral funds Since 1965. Guidelines of this nature

might engender criticism, similar to that which has been levied

against categorical funding in the past, by those who feel that

such funding encourages districts to respold separately to each

educational need of a child rather than meeting his nerds in a

flexible integrated approach which is individually Tailored to

each chili; and his needs.

Conversely, more flexible guidelines inpuld be promulgated

in which districts would be delegated the responsibility for deciding

how to spend their allocated funds. This kind of approach was

envisioned by the Governor's Citizens' Committee on Education in

Florida which, in recommending the us. of weights for funding
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purporr raid:

Wo -Lror:: that while district!: should be free
to sperd the ronPy they corn from their welhte:I.
FTE prtty me h 5n wrIc they determ1nc, n r. ^trice
can only earn wo;-hted i.'1E for a snPcial rro-rnm by
by flvin!7 the stugent7 actually c,nrolled ;n 7-=h a.
nrogram meet r- stnte starda-os.le

however, rorcn;-1- tLat the 0::nnn-
,

diture nf o,,oe they are receivnd, ls outlined above, nirht

lead to further court litirations brou :ht by parents who belfeve

that their districts are not spending what they receive for their

children on specific proc7rTms for their children. In addition,

the provision of too much flexildlity might serve to undermirc

the reasons for di tributing funds on a weighted student basis.

Another potential problem area for states which are considering

the adoption of a weighted student aprroach to the distrihution of

funds concerns how the weights and the value for 1.0 would be up-

dated after the system were operaatioralized and the initial alloca-

tions were made. It is true that cost of living adjustments for

inflation could be made relatively simply but other chan7es, es-
,

pecially those involving adjustments in th- relationshirs betwen

weights, vould be more difficult. This would be particularly true

if no local enrichment were allowed and if districts were given lit-

tle or no flexibility as to how they might spend their allocations.

If these two conditions existed, the weighted pupil allocation cystcm

would be locked into itself and, ?lthourrh the absolute values of

the weights coulc be changed, thn rnlatiorshipv between the weights

would remain static and be perpetuated by the system. This would

Ig7Governor's 0itizens',Cormittee on Educati,on, ImDrnvin: Educpt:=
LajapriLla, TallLhassee, Florida, karch 15, 1973, p. 118.
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brCPW:P 1l distriet7 would 11,, rredninc: the save relative

nvi eti':olute rr-ousts for their students, thus dissipatinr ary

chances which might have occurred if dintricts 1,ere able to deter-

m3nc their or cnenditure patterns.

The overarching purpose of this paper was to document the

procedures used in adapting the NEFP weichted pupi,1 methodoloc7y

to Texas and to examine both the general and specific problems

which were encountered during the adaptation,. It is honed that

the analyses and evaluation of the weightieO pupil methodology

contained herein will be of benefit to others which are either

considerin, the development of a similar school financinr alter-

native or are ezaminint possible refinements to the existing

weighted pupil methodology, Although chanr-es in present allocation

systems, which have nroved workable over several decades in spite of

their inequities, will be difficult perhaps to achieve immediately,

particularly without the existence of court mandates in all states,

the exploration of other alternatives such as the weighted pupil

method and familiarization with the advantages and disadvantages

of each should lead to more fundamental and far-reaching changes

in the future.
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APPENDIX Bs flOINATION INSTRUCTIONS FOR BEST PRACTICE DISTRIC

Texas Education Agency
STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

STATE COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION

STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

INTER- O!FICP COMMUNICATION

201 East Eleventh Street
Austin, Texas

78701

TO:

FROM: J. B. Morgan

DATE:

SUBJECT: Instructions for Identifying Best Practice Districts

Thank you f'r agreeing to nominate thirty districts with best
practice programs in Texas in the areas of

. The nominations which you,
of er mem ers of t e Agency, and Education Service Center
Directors make will be analyzed in order to determine the thirty
school districts which have the most nominations. These thirty
comprehensive best practice districts will be used to determine
the relative costs of educating different student populations.
These weights will be the basis for the development of the
school finance alternative (6.1-4) which would provide funds to
each school district bosed on identified student populations.

The information on the sec.nd page l5 provided for you to use
when making your nominations. Please let us know if you have
any questions. All nominations should be returned to the Office
of Urban Education by Tuesday, May 30.

82 eve
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR NOMINATING DISTRICA'S
WITH BEST PRACTICES

1. Please nominate thirty districts in each of the following
areas:

2. Districts should be nominated which haye the best compre-
hensive program in each of the areas listed in #1.

3. Please try to include school districts of various sizes
and localities, if possible. However, the first selection
criteria should be "best practice."

4. List your nominations on the attached sheet. All thirty
nominations will be treated equally so do not worry abour
ranking them.

S. Please try to make close to, but not more than, thirty
nominations.

6. Please do not nominate a cooperative arrangement between
school districts.

7. Once the nominations are agreed upon, please list them on
the sheets provided and return the sheets to the Office of
Urban Education by Tuesday, May 30.
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8. Remember that the thirty districts selecte,1 from the
nominations will be used only for gathering cost infolma-
tion for developing one of the school finance alternatives.

Thank you for your help. If you have any questions or problems,
please call the Office of Urban Education.
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May 24, 1972

STATE BOAlt0 OF EDUCATION

STATE COMtAiSSiONER OF EDUCATION

STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

Mr. Harold Dooley
Executivc Director
Region Y Education Service Center
101 South Tenth Street
Edinburg, Texas 7.S39

201 East Eleventh Stu:et
Austin, Teras

78701

Dear Mr. Dooley:

The State Board of Education at its January meeting assumed
major responsibility for submitting a new public education
finance plan to the Legislature for its consideration during
the next regular session. The staff of the Agency is currently
developing three alternative financing plans which will be
considered by the Board early next fall. One of these alterna-
tives is based on a weighted pupil apprtach.

The differing costs of educating students in various population
groups such as kindergarten, vocational and special education
will be determined for each of thirty Texas school districts.
These costs will then be converted into relative weights which
will be the basis for the development of a weighted student
alternative finance plan.

Because of your knowledge of districts within your region and
because of the need to have regional representation among the
thirty school districts chosen, we are asking each Education
Service Center Director to nominate five school districts in his
region which he considers td be "comprehensive best practice"
following the instructions given on the enclosed sheet. These
nominations will be considered with the nominations made by
Agency staff and the thirty districts with the most Aominations
will be selected.



Harold Dooley.
1%;ge

M.ly 24, 1972

We would apprerjate your assistance in making these nominations.
The information on the enclosed sheet is provided for you to
use when making your nominations. On Thursday, June 1, 1972, a
member of the staf: of the Office of Urban :.duration will call
you for your five nominations. If you will not be in on
Thursday, please leave your nominations with your secretary or
call the Office of Urban Education at (512) 475-1838 earlier
in the week.

Thank you for your cooperation. Please contact the Office of
Urban Education if you have any questions.

Sincerely yours,

Alton Bowen
Assistant Commissioner for

Regional Education Services

J. B. Morgan
Assistant Commissioner

for Urban Education

0
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR NOMINATING
COMPREHENSIVE BEST PRACTICE

DISTRICTS

1. Please nominate five districts from your Servize Center
region which you consider to have the following charac-
teristics:

provide outstanding or very high quality kindergartens
and grades 1-12 general programs;

provide high quality comprehensive vocational,special
and adult education programs;

meet the educational needs, in an outstanding way, of
low-income, non-English speaking, migrant and gifted
students in their districts.

2. Please try to include school districts of various sizes.
However, the primary selection criteria should be those
qualities listed atove.

3. All nominations will be treated equally so do not rank them.
Please do not make more than five nominations.
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A STUDY OF PUBLIC SCHOOL FINANCE

-Program Cost Analysis-

TEXAS INSTRUCTION',

This Form is designed to obtain a distribution of pupils,
staff, and current operating expenditures for the Day School
programs during the "Regular" School Ytar to compute program cost
differentials. This definition excludes summer school and part-
time programs for dropouts and adult-continuing education. Grades
(or equivalent levels) for Elementary, Middle, and Secondary
schools may be indicated according to the organization in the dis-
tricts in a particular state.

Note that the forms have been modified to take account of
the following specific decisions.

1) The grade level pattern has been established as:
'Elementary
Middle
High School

The district may define these categories according to the
patterns which exist in the district.

2). Pupil enrollments are to be in Average Daily Membership. If
the precise information is not available then please make es-
timates.

3). Item 7.0 has been omitted from the forMs.

Section I

Item 1.0

Item 2.0

Item 3.0

Days of Attendance should by 180 for most all Texas
programs.

Time pupils report until their dismissal. In pre-
first grade programs indicate whether these are half-
day (double sessions per teacher), or full day
(single session per teacher).

Use the total official Average Daily Membership (ADM)
of the schdol year. This item should equal-the sum
of Items 4.0, 5.0, 6.0, 8.0, 9.0, and 10.0.
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Item 4.0 & Use full head count of ADM, regardless of whether
program is half-day or full day, but be sure to
indicate the length of day as half day or full day.

E::clude pupils enrolled in special education pro-
grams below first grade.

Item 6.0 Each pupil assigned to classes in,special education
programs should be counted 1.0 FTE even though in
some cases pupils may spend some time in "non-
segregated" activities. The total in 6.0 should
equal the sum of sub-programs 6.1 thru 6.3. Only
the following programs are to be broken out:

6.1 speech handicapped
6.2 early childhood and other pre-first glade

programs
6.3 all other special education programs

Item 7.0 This item has been omitted from the Texas study.

Item 8.0 Count each pupil assigned to a remedial and compensa-
tory program as 1.0 FTE. Three specific program
breakdowns are requested.

Item 9.0

8.1 Compensatory programs for the low income
8.2 Programs specifically designed for the non-

English speaking
8.3 Programs specifically designed for migrant

children

Within the general category` of remedial and compen-
satory programs students may well be enrolled in
more than one of the three sub-programs listed. Dup-
lication of this sort is allowed. However, the to-
tal of remedial and compensatory programs must be
an unduplicated count.

In vocational education programs the number of
course credit units in the vocational classes of
the enrollees determines the FTE':;. For example,
if 100 pupils are enrolled in the vocational program
with an average of half of the'r total course credit
load in the designated vocational classes, they would .

to counted as 50 FTE in the vocational program and
SO FTE in the "Basic" program. If another 100 pupils
arc enrolled with an aver-ace of cne-fourth of their
total course credit load in the designated vocational
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classes, they would be counted as 25 FTE in the voca-
tional program and 75 FTE in the "Basic" program. In
this example, the total enrollment (AIM or ADA) shown
in Item 9.0 would be 75 FTE nupils and not the 200.
The remaining 125 FTE's would appear in Item 10.0
as Basic Program FTE's.

The following program breakdowns are requested:

9.1 Agriculture including all courses except those
in the CVAE, Handicapped, and Cooperative pro-
grams

9.2 Homemaking including all of the courses except those
in the CVAE, Handicapped, and Cooperative pro-
grams

9.3 Trades and Industries including all courses except
those in the CVAE and Handicapped programs

9.4 Office, Distribution, and Health including all
courses except those in the CVAE, Handicapped,
and Cooperative programs

9.5 Cooperative including all courses classified as
cooperative in each of ale basic four areas
listed above

9.6 Handicapped

9.7 Coordinated Vocational/Academic Education (CVAE)

For vocational courses count only those programs
which are receiving aid under the Foundation School
Program.

Item 10.0 The total number of pupils in Item 10.0 is the net
or residual number after' deducting the numbers in the
subtotals of the designated programs from the gross
totals in Item .3.0.

Section II,III, and IV

These sectiors will provide information on staff, salaries, and
other costs. Note that each section is su.ndivided into the three
basic program levels and thus there are three major subsections for
each section.

In both Section II and III proration of staff and salaries on
the basis of district averages is permitted in place of actual in-
formation. Thus for the count of personnel assigned to a specific
program, the overall district average personnel ratio for that. sub-
section (elementary, middle, and high school) may 1.Je used to deter-

the "re-, lar, teacher" allocation.
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Section II

Section II is designed with duplicate pages to provide a dis-
tribution of all instructional and supportive staff in FTE's
(full-time equivalent0 to designated programs at elementary, mid-
dle, and secondary levels.

A person teach)ng part-time and performing other duties as
part of his position would be prorated according to normal work
loads in the respective areas of grade levels.

Non-teaching personnel such as principals, supervisors, li-
brarians, and counselors assigned to schools and programs would
have their non-teaching time prorated proportionately to the num-
ber of teachers (FTE) they serve, including special and basic pro-
grams.

Item 3.0

Item 6.0
8.0

& 9.0

This line should be a breakdown of all instructional
and supportive professional staff plus teacher aides.
For the purpose of computing staff FTE's the full
work load includes time spent in class and other as-
signed activities. Do not count substitute teachers
unless they are filling a position.

For most of the categories of personnel, the defini-'
tion is left to the local district. However, the
following special definition's may serve as a guide
for specific types of personnel

1) Regular Teachers

All teachers involved in the regular instruc-
tional program of the district should be included.

2) Special Teachers

All teachers who are assigned to specific duties
for one of the special programs (Items 6.0,8.0, and
9.0) should by included. Additionally all teachers
who serve 'in the regular program as itinerant teach-
ers should be.included in this category.

3) Psychologists and Social Workers

Since.this category is rarely used in Texas,
visiting teachers may be included in this category.

Special attention is called to the procedure for pro-
rating the total number of "regular" and "special"
teachers (fractional time to 0.1 FTE) to each of the
following programs:
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Special Education
Remedial and Compensatory
Vocational and Technical

For example, suppose 10 teachers work full time witt
handicapped pupils with no special supplementary teach-
ers. In this case the total FTE would be 10, all of
whom would be classified as special teachers. But
suppose one special teacher spends full time in this
program with small groups and one-to-one tutorial
work. The total then would be 11.

Another example: Suppose there are 75 pupils enrolled
in the Remedial and Compensatory Program, and:.

a. The pupils arc grouped into three classes with a
"regular" teacher for each, supplemented by 3.5
"special" teachers who move in and out working
with individuals and small groups. The total FTE
teachers would be 6.5 or

b. The 75 pupils are scattered in ten "regular"
classes, but there are still 3.5 "special" or sup-
plementary teachers who move in and out of the
classrooms working with this "ta.get" group of
75. . If the district average ratio of pupils to
"regular" teachers in the 10 classes is 25, then
the 75 "compensatory" pupils should have an allot-
ment of 3 "regular" teachers plus the 3.5 "special"
ones, making a total of 6.5 FTE teachers for this
program.

Count the number of FTE teachers in vocational-technical
programs for only the courses designated as vocation-
al education for which pupil enrollments are counted
and prorated as pupil FTE's in Item 9.0 of Section
1. Special teachers working with handicapped pupil:;
in vocational education can be prorated in FTE's to
this program.

Section III

In Section III salaries of instructional and supportive per-
sonnel may be prorated to respective programs and grade levels by
the following procedures:

(1) The actual payments to personnel in proportion to FTE
time distributed to each respective program as shown in
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Items 4.0 thru 10.0. Round the figures to dollars.

(2) The average salary per FTE in the respective groups in
Column 3 thru Column 11 of Item 3.0. Round the figures
to dollars.

(3) Include payments to substitute teachers And prorate to
respective programs.

(4) Prorate salaries of staff employed in the summer for
administration, planning, curriculum work, etc., in con-
nection with the regular school year but not for opera-
tion of summer school. Proration should ITEhased on the
distribution of YTE staff time to respective programs.

(5) Include payments'for "extra duties" of "academic" na:ture.
For "non-academic" duties such as bus driving, prorate
to appropriate category in Section IV.

Section IV

Section IV provides for distribution of current operating ex-
penses other than salaries of instructional and surportive staff.
Salaries of other personnel are included in various categories of
this section. Expenses for capital outlay and debt service for
capital outlay are excluded with one exception. Transportation ex-
penditures should include not only salaries of personnel and'other
operating expenses but also replacement of district-owned equip-
ment . Contracts with outside agencies for transportation auto-
matically include depreciation of equipments

The current expenses in this section may be prorated to the
respective programs as follows:

(1) Direct allocations and assignments such as transporta-
tion for handicapped pupils, spe :ial instructional mater-
ials and equipment, clerks and other non-instructional
aides, and special food service for pre-kindergarten
and kindergarten programs.

(2) Proportional distribution based on the number of FTE
instructional and supportive staff in each program,
such as central office staff, operation and maintenance
of plant, and fixed charges.

Special service protzrn: Item 11.0

General transportation, food service, and .community services
are examples that may not he prorated but held as service programs
because of their special and variable riz7ture6mong districts. Com-
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munily services, including after-school recreation programs,
driver training, and :student extra-curricular activities may be
treated as a special service program, depending on state-wide

.

policy.

Definitions for Accounts:

(1) Adm., Genern1 Control El Security: Total of account 100
less salaries shown in Section III included in account 100.

(2) Instructional Supplies, Clerical, Other: Total of ac--
counts 215,216, 220, 230, 240, and 250 less salaries shown
in Section III included in these accounts.

(3) Operation and Maintenance of Plant: Total of accounts
GOO and 700.

(4) Transportation: Total of account 500.

(5) Food Services: Total of account 900.

(6) Other Auxiliary Services, Including Health: Total of
accounts 300 and 400 less expenditures for salaries shown
in Section III included in these accounts.

(7) Fixed Charges: Total of accounts'800.

(8) Community Services: Total of accounts 1000, 1110 and 1120.



APPENDIX DI

Procedure for Computing
Program Cost Differentials

W. P. McLure
September 8, 1972

Program

4.0 Pre-K: Divide number of pupils (ADM) into total
salaries in Sections III and IV.

5.0 K: Divide total current expenditures allocated ac-
cording to instructions by the number of pupils
in Kindergarten. In most cases the complete alloca-
tions in Section III and IV were not made, hence
it was necessary to treat each case individually.
In most instances the K-pupils were merged with other
elementary pupils. Some districts gave limited
amounts which were "add-ons," thus making the ratio
above 1.0.

6.0 Total expenditures were given for the following:
6.1 (Speech Handicapped), 6.2 (Early Childhood),
and 6.3 (All Other). Hence the expenditures Sec-
tion III plus IV) were divided b'y the number of pupils
(ADM). Speech handicapped,(6.1) had only."add-on"
expeAitures (Section III and IV) given and the
amounts per pupil were added to the "regular" amount
per pupil. Thus, the amount per "regular" pupil in-
cluded the Speech (6.1), and the remedial and com-
pensatory (8.0) pupils in the divisor of the total
"regular" expenditures.

8.0 Only "add-on" expenditures were given for these pro-
grams. Otherwise the pupils were included in the
divisor to obtain the amount per "regular" pupil in
elementary, middle, and high school.

9.0 Up to this point pupils were counted.as full-time
(head count) in ADM. In the Vocational-Technical
program in item 9.0 it was necessary to convert
head count (enrollments) to FTE's by counting each
enrollee an FTE according to the proportion of credit
load (not periods.of day), and the remainder of time
was counted in the "home" program which was "regular"
program for 'all except the "handicapped" pupils.

108
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Their "home" pfogram was "all other-Special Educa-
tion." Weightings for FTE's were as follows for
number of pupils enrolled:

Voc-Tech FTE Regulai FTE

Agriculture .222 .778

Homemaking .222 .778

T and I .222 .778

Office, etc. .22? .778

Cooperative .444 .556

Handicapped .444 .556 (Sp. Ed.)

CVAE .444 .778

In most districts the financial data in Sections III
and IV were total expenditures for each respective
program. Thus the amount per FTE was obtained by
dividing expenditures by number of FTE's. However,
there were a few exceptions where some expenditures,
especially non-teaching professionals in Section III
and non-salary expenses in Section IV were only
"add-on's" and not totals. Thus adjustments had to
be made to prorate these expenses accordingly. For
example, if expenses for "Operation and Maintenance"
of plant were shown, it was necessary to prorate this
item to the Voc-Tech FTE component as well as to the
"regular" component of the respective programs.

10.0 Amounts per "regular FTE" were obtained by simply
dividing the net expenditures in Sections III and IV
by the number of FTE's in regular programs, including
the aggregate of components ir the vocational program.

Cost Per Enrollee.

All costs per pupil and the indexes in all programs
.except the Voc-Tech programs in middle and high school
are in terms of full-time pupil enrollments expressed
as ADM. Thus, the indexes may be applied directly to
to tle respective numbers of '.:_arget pupil counts in
ADM.



-110-

To do the same thing for pupils in the Voc-Tech
programs a revised section of Table VII shows the
cost indexes per FTE and per enrollee. The in-
dexes per enrollee carTTe appli-d directly to num-
ber of enrollments in the respective programs
without going through the intermediate step of
computing FTE's as was necessary in computing the
differentials originally.

The procedure
to amount

for converting
per enrollee is as

the.
follows:

indexes from FTE

Index Per
EnrolleeMiddle School

Agric. .222 x 2.2.1 plus .778 x 1.12 = 1.37

Home. .222 x 1.48 plus .778 x 1.12 = 1.21

T & I .222 x 1.84 plus .778 x 1.12 = 1.29

Office .222 x 1.67 plus .778 x 1.12 = 1.24

Coop. .444 x 1.37 plus .778 x 1.12 = 1.23

Hand. .444 x 2.24 plus .556x 2.30 2.27

CVAE .444 x 2.20 plus .556 x 1.12 = 1.59

Index Per
High School Enrollee

Agric. .222 x 2.51 plus .778 x 1.28 = 1.56

Home. .222 x 1.69 plus .778 x 1.28 = 1.38

T & I .222 x 2.10 plus .7"8 x 1.28 = 1.47

Office .222 x 1.91 plus .778 x 1.28 = 1.42

Coop. .444 x 1.57 plus'.556 x 1.28 = 1.41

Hand.. .444 x 2.56 plus .556 x 2.71 = 2.64

CV, .444 x 2.51 plus. .556 x 1.28 = 1.82
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APPENDIX Es DISTRICT DATA ITEMS INCLUDED IN COIiPUTER BANK

Data Description Source

Total needing special p ro g rams

ff

ri

ft

Low Income (Identified)

It

It

ft

rf

r

4 yr. olds

5 yr. olds

Gr. 1

Gr. 2

Gr. 3

Gr. 4

Gr. 5

Gr. 6

Gr. 7

Gr. 8

Gr. 9

Gr. 10

Gr. 11

Gr. 12

Ungrad. El.

Ungrad. Sec

4 yr. olds

5 yr. olds

Gr. 1

Gr. 2

Gr. 3

Cr.. 4

Gr. 5

Gr. i

Gr. 7

Gr. '3

FP-71-00

tt

ft

It

It

It

It

If



7112-

27. Gr. 9

28. Gr. 10

29 Gr. 11

30. Gr. 12

31. Ungrad. El.

32. Ungrad,,Sec.

33. Migrant (Identified) 4 yr, olds

34. 5 yr. olds

35. Gr. 1

36. Cr. 2

37. Gr. 3 FP-71-002

38. 'Gr. 4

38.

40.

41.

42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

SO.

51.

11

'St..

u

tt

ft

Non - Standard

If ;

ft

Gr. 5

Gr. 6

Gr. 7

Gr. 8

Gr. 9

'Gr. 10

Gr. 11

Gr. 12

Ungrad.. El.

Ungrad. Sec.

English (Identified) 4 yr. olds

yr. olds

Gr. 1

ti
If

ft

ff

`.\
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52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

Gr. 2

Gr. 3

Gr. 4

Gr. 5

Gr. 6

Gr. 7

Gr. 8

Gr. 9

Gr. 10

Gr. 11

Gr. 12.

Ungrad. El.

Ungrad. Sec.

65. District Instruction Cost Audit Tapes

66. District Grand Total Cost ST Audit Tapes

67. District Vocational Enrollment- Reg. Ag.. PPA
Secondary Students

68. II
Coop Ag. I,

69 II II
. Coop D.E.

70. If
Reg. D.E. OI

71. District Vocational Enrollment Reg. Health Audit Tape PPA

72.
If . 'Coop Health II

73.
II Reg. HIM II

74.
II Coop H/M II

75.
II Reg. Office II

76. u Coop Office II

77.
,I Ind. Reg. II
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78.

79.

It

District Total Foundation Cost

80. ADM x 100

61. It

82.

84. 11

85.

86. 11

IP.

87. 11

88. Vs

89. 11

90. 11

91.

92. 11

93.

94.

95. ADA x 100

96.

97.. Vt

98.

99.

100.

101.

102.

103.

104.

105.

(

CVAE
/I

Foundation Tapes

7Agn, SAR

Gr. 1

Gr. 2

Gr. 3

Gr. 4

Gr. 5

Gr. 6

Gr. 7

Gr. 8

Gr. 9

Gr. 10

Gr. 11

Gr. 12

Spec. Ed.

Non-Grad.

Kdpn.

Gr. 1

Gr. 2

Cr,. 3

Gr. 4

Gr. S.

Gr. 6

Gr. 7

Gr. 8

Gr. 9

Gr, 10

Gr. 11

11

11

11

Vt

11

If

1/

If

11

to

It
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107.

108.

ADA x 100

u

Gr. 12

Ed.Spec.S pec Ed'

;.AR

u

109. u Non-Grad. u

110. Mid. District Voc. Ed. Enrollment Reg. Ag. PPA

111. Coop Ag. u

112.
u Reg. D1E.

113.
u Coop D.E.

114. Reg. Health

115. Coop Health u

116.
u Reg. HIM

117..
u Coop HIM u

118.
u Reg. Office

119.
u Coop Office u

120.
u Ind. Reg.

121. CVAE u

122.

]23.
....-.

124.

125. District Enrollment Kdgn. SAR

126. tu Gr. 1 u

127. u Gr. 2
u

128. fil Gr. 3 "

129. u Gr. 4 u

130.
, .

Gr. 5 u

131. Gr. 6 u
,
.

132. Cr. 7

133. u Gr. 8 u
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134.

135.

136.

137.

138.

139.

140.

141.

142.

143.

144.

145.

146.

147.

148.

149.

150.

151.

152.

153.

154.

155.

156.

157.

158.

159.

160.

If
Gr. 9

Gr. 10

Gr. 11

Gr. 12

/1

Spec.Ed.
11

Non-Grad.

Low-Income Actual Enrollment ELEM.

Low-Income Actual Enrollment JHS

Low-Income Actual Enrollment HS-

Migrant Enrollment Pre Kindergarten

11 KDGN.

11 Gr. 1

11 Gr.. 2

Gr. 3

If Gr. 4

If Gr. 5

,, Gr. 6

Gr. 7

ft Gr. 8

Gr. 9

II Gr. 10

Gr. 11

II Gr. 12

VI Ungrad. El.

Ungrad. Sec.

Spec ial,Zduoation.Bnrollrient Early Chd.
tt Sp. H--EL.

11

11

11

II

FP-71-004

FP-71-004

FP-71-006

f I

11

IV

1I

Batsell Data

11
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161.

162.

163.

164.

16S.

166.,

167.

168.

169.

170.

171.

172.

173.

174.

175.

176.

177.

11
". Middle

11
" Sec.

11 Other El.

11 Mid.

11 Sec.

Kindergarten Enrollment; Non-St. Eng.

IfElementary Enrollment

11Middle/ High Enrollment

11
. Low-Income Enrollments

Transportation Allotment

State Foundation School Progam Dollars

Salary and Operations Allotment and Net State Avail-
able

Direct Federal Revenues

Other Federal Revenues

Expenditures for Adult Programs.

Current Expenditures including food service and
student activities

Debt Service and Capital Outlay Expenditures

11

11

11

11

SAR P F, II

11

'I

TRL %.%

Foundation Program
Tape

11

TRL report

Audit Tape


